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REAL PARTY IN INTEREST 



The real party in interest in this appeal is International Business Macliines Coipomtion of 
Armonk, New York. 



(Appeal Brief Pege 2 of 43) 
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RELATED APPEALS AND INTERFERENCES 

With respect to other ajjpeals or interferences that will directly affect, or be directly affected by, 
or have a beariag on the Board's decision in the pending appeal, there are no snch appeals or 
interferences. 



(Appeal Brief Page 3 of 43) 
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STATUS OF CLAIMS 

A* TOTAL NUMBER OF CLAIMS IN APPLICATION 

Claims in the application are: 1-39 

B. STATUS OF ALL THE CLAIMS IN APPLICATION 

1 . Claims canceled: None 

2. Claims withdrawn ftom consideration but not canceled; None 

3. Claims pending: 1-39 

4. Claims allowed: None 

5 . Claims rejected: 1 -39 

6. Claims objected to: None 

C- CLAIMS ON APPEAL 

The claims on appeal are: 1-39 



(Appeal Brief Page 4 of 43) 
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STATUS OF AMENDMENTS 

No amendments were filed after the final office action of September 22 » 2005. 



(Appeal Brief Page 5 of 43) 
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RECEIVED 

CENTRAL FAX CENTER 

JAN f 7 2006 

SUMMARY OF CLATMED SUBJECT MATTER 

A. CLAIM 1 . INDEPENDENT 

Claim 1 is directed to a method in a data processing system for detecting monitoriTig of access 
to content (Page 6, lines 3-5; Page 9, lines 3-5; Page 13, lines 27-30; Page 20. lines 10-13). The 
method includes requesting the content from a source using a set of identifiers (Page 6, lines 5-6; 
Page 14, lines 1-3; Page 14, line 20; Page 16, lines 19-26; Page 20, lines 16-19; Page 24, lines 7-8; 
Figure 4, reference numbers 400-408; Figure 5, reference number 500; Figure 7, reference number 
700); receiving the content from the source to foma received content, wherdu at least one returned 
identifier is retiimed from the source in which the at least one returned identifier represents a 
location of the content (Page 16, lines 19-26; Page 20, line 28; Figure 4, reference numbers 400- 
408; Figure 7, reference number 704); sending identifiers to a validation service, wherein the 
identifiers include the set of identifiers used to request the received content and each returned 
identifier representing the location of the content at the source (Page 6, lines 6-9; Page 14, lines 3-7; 
Page 15, lines 4-8; Page 16, line 29-page 17, line 13; Page 20, lines 19-22; Page 24, lines 8-9; 
Figure 4, reference numbers 400-410; Figure 5, reference number 504; Figure 7, reference number 
702; Figure 8, reference nun:ibers 800-804); and responsive to receiving a response fi^m the 
validation ser\ace indicating the monitoring of user requests to access to the received content is 
occurring, selectively preventing receipt of additional content from the source (Page 6, lines 14-17; 
Page 14, lines 9-15; Page 16, lines 5-8; page 17, hnes 19-25; Page 17, hnes 28-30; Page 19, lines 
18-21; Figure 4, reference numbers 400-404 and 410-412; Figure 7, reference numbers 706-716). 

B. CLAIM 8 -INDEPENDENT 

Claim 8 is directed to method in a data processing system for detecting monitoring of access to 
content (page 6, lines 3-5; page 9, hnes 3-5; page 13, Imes 27-30; page 20, lines 10-13; page 22, 
lines 21-24; Figure 7, reference numerals 700-712). The method includes receiving a request from 
a requestor to determine whether a source of the content is monitoring access by the requestor* 
wherein the request includes a set of identifiers used to access selected content in which the set of 
identifiers includes a first number of identifiers smt by the requestor to the source to request the 
content and a second number of identifiers returned by the source in which the second number of 
identifiers represents a location of the content at the source returned to the requestor in response to 

(Appeal Brief Page 6 of A3) 
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the first number of identifiers (Page 14, lines 3-7; Page 15, lines 4-13; Page 16, line 29-page 17, 
Une 6; Page 20, lines 19-22; Page 22, lines 1-3; Figure 4, reference numbers 400-404 and 410-412; 
Figure 5, reference number 504; Figure 7, reference number 702; Figure 8, reference number 800); 
sending a new request to the source using an identifier froni the first number of identifiers in the set 
of identifiers (page 15, lines 14-16- page 15, lines 19-21; page 17, lines 7-9; page 22, line 4. Figure 
4, reference numbers 402-408 and 410-412; Figure 8, reference numbers 802-804); receiving a first 
response from the source, wherein the response includes a return identifier (page 15, lines 16-19; 
page 17, lines 9-20; page 22, lines 4-7; Figure 4, reference numbcETS 402-408 and 410-412; Figure 5, 
reference number 506; Figure 8, reference number 806-807); comparing the set of identifiers to the 
return identifier (page 14, lines 7-11; page 15, lines 21-22; page 17, lines 10-22; page 22, lines 7- 
12; Figure 5, reference numbers 504^508; Figure 8, reference numbers 810-816); and generating a 
second response indicating the monitoring of access by the requestor for content by the source in 
response to an absence of a match between the return identifier and any identifier in the set of 
identifiers (Page 14. lines 1 1-13; Page 16, lines 2-4; Page 17, lines 22-26; Page 22, lines 9-18; 
Figure 7, reference number 712; Figure 8, reference number 818), 

C. CLAIM 16- INDEPEINfDENT 

Claim 16 is directed to a browser program for use in a data processing system (Page 9, lines 3- 
5; Page 1 8, lines 6-9; Page 26, lines 24-25; Figure 4, reference number 404; Figure 6, reference 
number 600). The browser includes a communications interfece, wherein the communications 
interface recdvea content from a network (Page 1 8, lines 24-29; Page 26, lines 25-27; Figure 6, 
reference number 610); a graphical user interfece used to display the content (Page 18, lines 9-17; 
Page 26, line 28; Figure 6, reference number 620); a language interpretation unit, wherein the 
language interpretation unit processes content received by the commimications interface for dispky 
on the graphical user interface (Page 18, line 30-page 19, line 7; Page 26, line 29-page 27, line 1; 
Figure 6, reference numbers 612-616); and a detection unit (Page 19, Imes 8-21 ; Figure 6, reference 
number 618), wherein the detection unit requests the content firan a source using a set of identifiers 
(Page 15, lines 14-16; Page 19, lines 10-14; Page 22, lines 2-5, Figure 4, reference numbers 402- 
408 and 410-412; Figure 8, reference nimibers 802-804); receives the content from the source to 
form received content, wherein at least one returned identifier is returned from the source in which 
the at least one retumed identifier r^mesents a location of the contents at the sourc e (Page 15, lines 

(Appeal Brief 7 of 43) 
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16-19; Page 17, lines 9-20; Page 22, lines 4-7; Figure 4, reference numbers 402-408 and 410-412; 
Figure 5, reference number 506; Figure 8, reference number 806-807); sends identifiers to a 
validation service, wherein the identifiers includes the set of identifiers used to request the received 
content and each returned identifier representing the location of the received content (Page 6, lines 
6-9; Page 14, lines 3^7; Page 15, lines 4-8; Page 16, Ime 29-page 17, line 13; Page 20, lines 19-22; 
Page 24, lines 8-9; Figure 4, reference numbers 400-410; Figure 5, reference nmnber 504; Figure 7, 
reference number 702; Figure 8, reference numbers 800-804); and selectively prevents receipt of 
additional content fiom the source in response to receiving a response from the validation service 
indicating the monitoring of user requests to access to received content is occurring (Page 6, lines 
14-17; page 14, lines 9-15; Page 16, lines 5-8; page 17, lines 19-25; Page 17, lines 28-30; Page 19, 
lines 18-21; Figure 4, reference numbers 400404 and410-412; Figure 7, reference numbers 706- 
716), 

D. CLAIM 19 - INDEPENDENT 

Claim 19 is directed to a data processing system (Page 9, lines 3-5). The data processing system 
includes a bus (Page 10, lines 18-28, Page 11, lines 1-10; Page 1 1, line 26-page 12, line 19; Page 
27, line 18; Figure 2, reference numbers 206, 212, 216, 226, and 228; Figure 3, reference number 
306); a communications interface connected to the bus, wherein the communications interface is 
configured for connection to a network (Page 10, line 24-page 1 1, line 2; Page 27, hnes 19-21 ; 
Figure 2, reference nunJ^ers 212-218); a processing unit connected to the bus, wherein the 
processing unit executes instructions (Page 10, lines 14-18; Page 11, line 31 -page 12, line 3; Page 
27, lines 22-23; Figure 2, reference numbers 202-206; Figure 3, reference numbers 302, 306, and 
308); and a memory connected to the bus (Page 10, Knes 18-23; Page 12, lines 2-3; Page 27, lines 
24-30; Figure 2, reference numbers 202-206; Figure 3, reference numbers 304-308), wherein the 
memory includes instmctions used to request the content from a source using a set of identifiers; 
receive the content from the source to form received content, wherein at least one returned identifier 
is retiuned finom the source in which the at least one returned identifier represents a location of the 
received contents at the source(Page 6, hnes 5-6; Page 14, lines 1-3; Page 14, line 20; Page 16, lines 
19-26; Page 20, lines 16-19; Page 24, lines 7-8; Figure 4, reference numbers 400-408; Figure 5, 
reference number 500; Figure 7, reference number 700); send identifiers to a validation service, 
wherein the identifiers includes the set of identifiexB used to request the received content and each 

(Appeal Brief Page 3 of 43) 
Duttp- 09/50 W25 
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returned identifier representing the location of the received c6ntent(Page 6, lines 6-9; Page 14, lines 
3-7; Page 15» lines 4-8; Page 16, line 29-page 17, line 13; Page 20, lines 19-22; Page 24, lines 8-9; 
Figure 4, reference numbers 400-410; Figure 5, reference number 504; Figure 7, reference nufnbcr 
702; Figure 8, reference numbers 800-804); and selectively prevent receipt of additional content 
&ora the source in response to receiving a response from the validation service indicating 
monitoring of user requests to access to the received content is occurring (page 6, lines 14-17; page 
14, lines 9-15; page 16, lines 5-8; page 17, lines 19-25; page 17, lines 28-30; page 19, lines 18-21; 
Figure 4, reference numbers 400-404 and 410-412; Figure 7, reference numbers 706-716). 

E. CLAIM 21 -INDEPENDENT 

Claim 21 is directed to a data processing system (Page 9, lines 3-5)» The data processing system 
includes a bus (Page 10. lines 18-28, Page 11, lines 1-10; Page 11, line 26-page 12, line 19; Page 
28, line 6; Figure 2, reference numbers 206, 212, 216, 226, and 228; Figure 3, reference number 
306); a communications interfece connected to the bus, wherein the communications interfece is 
configured for connection to a network (Page 10, line 24-page 1 1, line 2; Page 28, lines 7-9; Figure 
2, reference numbers 212-218); a processing unit connected to the bus, wherein the processing unit 
executes instnictions(Page 10, lines 14-18; Page 1 1, line 31-page 12, line 3; Page 28, lines 10-1 1; 
Figure 2, reference numbers 202-206; Figure 3, reference nionbers 302, 306, and 308); and a 
memory connected to the bus(Page 10, lines 18-23;Page 12, lines 2-3; Page 28, line 12; Figure 2, 
reference numbers 202-206; Figure 3, reference numbers 304-308), wherein the memory includes 
instructions used to receive a request from a requestor to determine whether a soujce of the content 
is monitoring access by the requestor in which the request includes a set of identifiers used to access 
selected content in which the set of identifiers includes a first number of identifiers sent by the 
requestor to the source to request the content and a second number of identifiers returned by the 
source in which the second number of identifiers represents a location of the content at the source 
returned to the requestor in response to the first number of identifiers(page 14, lines 3-7; page 1 5, 
lines 4-13; page 16, line 29-pag6 17, line 6; page 20, lines 19-22; page 22, lines 1-3; Figure 4, 
reference numbers 400-404 and 410-412; Figure 5, reference number 504; Figure 7, reference 
number 702; Figure 8> reference number 800); send a new request to the source using an identifier 
from the first number of identifiers in the set of identifi^^age 15, lines 14-16; page 15, lines 19- 
21; page 17, lines 7-9; page 22, line 4, Figure 4, reference numbers 402-408 and 410-412; Figure 8, 

(Appeal Brief Page 9 of 43) 
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reference numbers 802-804), receive a first response from the source in which the response includes 
arctum identifier(page 15, lines 16-19; page 17, Hues 9-20; page 22, lines 4-7; Figure 4, reference 
numbers 402-408 and 410-412; Figure 5, reference number 506; Figure 8, reference number 806- 
807), compare the set of identifiers to the return identifier(page 14, lines 7-1 1; page 15, lines 2U22; 
page 17, lines 10-22; page 22, lines 7-12; Figure 5, reference numbere 504-508; Figure 8, reference 
numbers 810-816), and generate a second response indicating the monitoring of access by the 
requestor for content by the source in response to an absence of a match between the return 
identifier and any identifier in the set of identifiersCpage 14, Unes 1 1-13; page 16, lines 2-4; page 
17, lines 22-26; page 22, lines 9-18; Figure 7, reference number 712; Figure 8, rcference number 
818). 

R CLAIM 22 - INBEPENBENT 

Claim 22 is directed to a data processing system for detecting monitoring of access to content 
(Page 6, linos 3-5; Page 9, lines 3-S; Page 13, lines 27-30; Page 20, lines 10-13), The data 
processing system includes requesting means for requesting the content fi'om a source using a set of 
identifiers (Page 6, lines 5-6; Page 14. Unes 1-3; Page 14, line 20; Page 16, lines 19-26; Page 20, 
lines 16-19; Page 24, lines 7-8; Figure 4. reference numbers 400, 402, 404, and 408; Figure 5, 
reference number 500; Figure 7, reference number 700); receiving means for receiving the content 
fi:^om the source to form received content, wherein at least one returned identifier is returned from 
the source in which the at least one retumed identifier represents a location of the content at the 
source(Page 16, lines 19-26; Page 20, line 28; Figure 4, reference numbers 400-408; Figure 7, 
reference number 704); sending means for sending identifiers to a validation service, wherein the 
identifiers includes the set of identifiers used to request the received content and each returned 
identifier representing the location of the received content (Page 6, lines 6-9; Page 14, lines 3-7; 
Page 15, lines 4-8; Page 16, tine 29-page 17, line 13; Page 20, lines 19-22; Page 24, Unes 8-9; 
Figure 4, reference numbers 400-410; Figure 5, reference number 504; Figure 7, reference number 
702; Figure 8, reference numbers 800-804); and preventing means responsive to receiving a 
response firom the validation service indicating the monitoring of user requests to access to the 
received content is occurring, for selectively preventing receipt of additional content from the 
sourcc(Page 6, lines 14-17; Page 14, lines 9-15; Page 16, lines 5-8; page 17, lines 19-25; Page 17, 
lines 28-30; Page 19, lines 18-21; Figure 4, reference numbers 400-404 and 410-412; Figure 7, 

(Appeal Brief Page 10 of 43) 
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reference numbers 706-716). 

G. CLAIM 26 -.DEPENDENT 

Claim 26 is directed to the data processing system of claim 22, wherein the preventing means 
comprises presentiiig means for presenting an indication of monitoring of user requests to access 
the content is occuiring by the soimce (Page 1 8, lines 9-12; Page 19, lines 18-25 ;Page 21, lines 9-13 
and lines 15-17; page 22, lines 11-13; Figure 6, reference numbers 602 and 620); and means, 
responsive to rieceiving user input indicating that receipt of the additional content fix^m the source 
should be prevented, for preventing receipt of additional content fiom the source. 

Hr CLAIM 27 - DEPENDENT 

Cldm 27 is directed to the data processing system of claim 26, wherein the preventing means 
comprises including means for including an identificatioti of the soxtrcc in a service used to prevent 
receipt of content from identified sources (Page 14, lines 13-15; Page 16, lines 5-10; Page 17, line 
28-page 18, line 5; Page 19, lines 17-21; Page 21, hnes 15-16; Page 22, lines 1 1-12; Figure 4, 
reference numbers 400, 402, and 404; Figure 6, reference number 618) 

I. CLAIM 29 - INDEPENDENT 

Claim 29 is directed to a data processing system for detecting monitoring of access to 
cont6nt(Page 6, lines 3-5; Page 9, lines 3-5; Page 13, lines 27-30; Page 20, lines 1043). The data 
processing system includes first receiving means for receiving a request from a requestor to 
determine whether a source of the content is monitoring access by the requestor, wherein the 
request includes a set of identificxB used to access selected content in which the set of identifiers 
includes a first number of identifiers sent by the requestor to the source to request the content and a 
second number of identifiers returned by the source in which the second number of identifiers 
represents a location of the contept at the source returned to the requestor in response to the first 
number of identifiers (page 14, hnes 3-7; page 15, lines 4-13; page 16, hne 29-pago 17, line 6; page 
20, lines 19-22; page 22, Imes 1-3; Figure 4, reference numbers 400-404 and 410^12; Figure 5. 
reference number 504; Figure 7, reference number 702; Figure 8, reference number 800); sendmg 
means for sending a new request to the source using an identifier from the first number of 
identifiers in the set of identifiers (page 15, lines 14-16; page 15, lines 19-21; page 17, lines 7-9; 

(Appeal Brief Page n of 43) 
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page 22, line 4, Figure 4, reference numbers 402-408 and 410-412; Figure 8, reference numbers 
802-804); second receiving means for receiving a first response ftom the source, wherein the 
response includes a return identifier (page 15, lines 16-19; page 17, lines 9-20; pages 22, lines 4-7; 
Figure 4, reference numbers 402-408 and 410-412; Figure 5, reference number 506; Figure 8, 
reference number 806-507); comparing means for comparing the set of identifiers to the retum 
identifier (page 14, lines 7-11; page 15, lines 21-22; page 17, lines 10-22; page 22, lines 7-12; 
Figure 5, reference numbers 504-508; Figure 8, reference numbers 810-816); and generating means 
for generating a second response indicating the monitoring of access by the requestor for content by 
the source in response to an absence of a match between the retum identifier and any identifier in 
the set of identifiers (Page 14, lines 11-13; Page 16, lines 2-4; Page 17, lines 22-26; Page 22, lines 
9-1 8; Figure 7, reference number 712; Figure 8, reference number 818). 

J, CLAIM 35- DEPENDENT 

Claim 35 is directed to the data processing system of claim 29, wherein the generating means 
comprises: placing means for placing an identification of the source in the response. (Specification, 
p. 17. 11 25-27). 

K. CLAIM 37 -INDEPENDENT 

Claim 37 is directed to a computer program product in a computer readable medium for 
detecting monitoring of access to content (Page 6, lines 3-5; Page 9, lines 3-5; Page 13, lines 27-30; 
Page 20, lines 10-13; and Page 22, line 22-page 23, line 10). The computer program product 
includes first instructions fer requesting the content firom a source using a set of identiflers(Page 6, 
lines 5-6; Page 14, lines 1-3; Page 14, line 20; Page 16, lines 19-26; Page 20, lines 16-19; Page 24, 
lines 7-8; Figure 4, reference numbers 400-408; Figure 5, reference niunber 500; Figure 7, reference 
number 700); second instructions for receiving the content from the source to form received 
content, wherein at least one returned identify is returned from the source in which the at least one 
returned identifier represents a location of the content at the source (Page 16, lines 19-26; Page 20, 
line 28; Figure 4, reference numbers 400-408; Figure 7, reference number 704); third instructions 
for sending identifiers used to reach the received content to a validation service, wherein the 
identifiers include each identifier used to request the received content and each returned identifier 
representing the location of the received content(Page 6, lines 6-9; Page 14, lines 3-7; Page 15, lines 
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4-8; Page 16, line 29-page 17, line 13; Page 20, lines 19-22; Page 24, lines 8-9; Figure 4, reference 
numbers 400-410; Figure 5, reference number 504; Figure 7, reference number 702; Figure 8, 
reference numbers 800-804); and fourth inslructious, responsive to a response from the validation 
service indicating the monitoring of user requests to access to the received content is occurring, for 
selectively preventing receipt of additional content from the source (Page 6, lines 1447; Page 14, 
lines 9-15; Page 16, lines 5-8; page 17, lines 19-25; Page 17, lines 28-30; Page 19, lines 18-21; 
Figure 4, reference numbers 400^04 and 410-412; Figure 7, reference numbers 706-716). 

L. CLAIM 38 -INDEPENDENT 

Claim 38 is directed to a computer program product in a computer readable medium for 
detecting monitoring of access to content (page 6, lines 3-5; page 9, lines 3-5; page 13, lines 27-30; 
page 20, lines 10-13; page 22, lines 21-24; Page 22, line 22-page 23, line 10; and Figure 7, 
reference numerals 700-712). The computer program product includes first instructions for 
receiving a request from a requestor to determine whether a source of the content is monitoring 
access by the requestor, wherein the request includes a set of identifiers used to access selected 
content in which the set of identifiers includes a first number of identifiers sent by the requestor to 
the source to request the content and a second number of identifiers returned by the source in which 
the second number of identifiers represents a location of the content at the source returned to the 
requestor in response to the first number of identifiers (Page 14, lines 3-7; Page 15, lines 4-13; Page 
16, line 29-page 17, line 6; Page 20, hn^ 19-22; Page 22, hnes 1-3; Figure 4, reference numbers 
400-404 and 410-412; Figure 5, reference number 504; Figure 7, reference number 702; Figure 8, 
reference number 800); second instructions for sendiAg a new request to the source using an 
identifier from the first number of identifiers in the set of identifiers (page 15, lines 14-16; page 15, 
Unes 19-2 1 ; page 17, Unes 7-9; page 22, line 4, Figure 4, reference numbers 402-408 and 410-412; 
Figure 8, reference numbers 802-804); third instructions for receiving a first response fix>m the 
source, wherein the response includes a rerum identifier (page 15, lines 16-19; page 17, hnes 9-20; 
page 22, lines 4-7; Figure 4, reference numbers 402-408 and 410-412; Figure 5, reference number 
506; Figure 8, reference number 806-807); fourth instructions for comparing the set of identifiers to 
the return identifier (page 14, Unes 7-11; page 15, lines 21-22; page 17, lines 10-22; page 22, lines 
7-12; Figxjre 5, reference numbers 504-508; Figure 8, reference numbers 810-816); and fifth 
instructions for generating a second response indicating the monitoring of access by the requestor 
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for conternt by tiie source in response to an absence of a match between the return identifier and any 
identifier in the set of identifiers (Page 14, lines 11-13; Page 16, lines 2-4; Page 17, lines 22-26; 
Page 22, lines 9- 1 8; Figure 7, reference number 712; Figure 8, reference inimber 818). 
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GROUNDS OF REJECTION TO BE REVIEWED ON APPEAL 

A. GROUND OF REJECTION 1 (Claims 1-39) 

Claims 1-39 staiid rejected under 35 U.S,C, § 103(a) as obvious over Ogdon et al.. Method and 
Syistem for Providmg a Presentation on a Network. U.S. Patent 6>161,137 pec, 12, 2000) 
(hereinafter "Ogdetf*)- 
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ARGUMENT 

A. GROUND OF REJECTION 1 (Claims 1-39) 
A.1 Claims 1-4 and 7-39 

Claims 1 -4 and 7-39 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as obvious over Ogdon et al,. 

Method and System for Providing a Presentation oa a Network. U.S . Patent 6,161,137 (Dec. 12, 

2000). Claim 1 is a representative clam of this group of claims: 

1 . A method in a data processing system for detecting monitoring of access 
to content, the method comprising the data processing systOTi implemented 
steps of: 

requesting the content from a source using a set of identifiers; 

receiving the content from the source to form received content^ wherein 
at least one returned identifier is returned from the source in which the at 
least one returned identifier represents a location of the content; 

sending identifiers to a validation service, wherein tbe ee*^ identifiers 
includes the set of identifiers used to request the received content and each 
retumed identifier representing the location of the content at the source; and 

responsive to receiving a response from the validation service indicating 
the monitoring of user requests to access to the received content is occurring, 
selectively preventing receipt of adxiitional content from the source. 

The examiner failed to state a prima facie case of obviousness against claim 1 because (i) 
features that the examiner states as being present in Ogdon are not taught or suggested in Ogdon, 
(ii) the examiner has failed to state a proper motivation to modify the reference, (iit) Ogdon is non- 
analogous art, (iv) Ogdon addresses a different problem than that addressed by claim 1, (v) claim 1 
solves a problem unrecognized by Ogdon, and (vi) because the proposed modification would result 
in an unworkable method. 

Ai.i The Examiner Failed to State a Prima Facie Obviousness Rejection Against 

Claim 1 Because Features that the Examiner States as Being Present in Ogdon Are Not Taught 
or Suggested in Ogdon 

The examiner failed to state a prima facie obviousness rejection because the features that the 
examiner states as being present in Ogdon are not found or suggested in Ogdon. In particular, 
Ogdon does not teach or suggest the claimed features of (a) receiving content and at least one 
returned identifier, (b) sending the set of identifiers used to request the received content and each 
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and therefore have been provided with validation information (e.g. a 
presentation perfoimance identifier and/or password) for validating each 
client as an audience member for the presentation. Subsequently, in step 
420, a detcrminatiotn is made by the pre-show control system 1 36 as to 
whether each candidate presentation audience member is connected to the 
pre-show control system by the communications network 70 or by the 
telephony network 74. If it is determined that a candidate presentation client 
is cotmected by the communications network 70, then step 424 is performed, 
wherein the candidate client logs onto the pre-show control 136 with a 
previously provided login, Note that this login may include a presentation 
performance identifier for the presentation and a password for identifying 
the candidate client as being registered for the presentation performance, 
Further note that in one embodiment, this step is performed by the lobby 
system 144, Subsequently, in step 428, a determination is made by the pre- 
show control system 136 (or the lobby system 144) as to whether the entered 
login is valid. If the login is determined to be invahd;, then step 432 is 
performed wherein the connection with the pre-show control system 1 36 is 
terminated* Note however, it is within the scope of the present invention that 
various retries can be provided as one skilled in the art will understand, 
AJtematively, if the candidate chenfs login is determined to be valid, then 
step 436 is performed wherein the pre-show control (determines whether the 
chenf s chent node 56 is configured appropriately for the presentation 
performance). In particular, the pre-show control system 1 36 determines 
whether the client presentation software 88 is opei^ble on the client's client 
node 56. FurtheTj the pre-show control system 136 may also determine 
whether the client's client node 56 has the appropriate network 70 addresses 
(e.g. URLs) of the content webservers 96 available for supplying 
presentation segments to the client node. 

Ogdon, col. 18, 1. 57 through coL 19, L 29. 

In summary, a chent first registers to view a presentation performance and is provided a 
presentation identifier. Next, on the date and time the presentation performance is given, the cUent 
supplies the presentation identifier, ax^ the validation server deteimines whether the presentation 
identifier is vahd or not. If the validation server determines that the client's presentation identifier 
is valid, the client is then allowed to access presentation content. But, if the identifier is not valid, 
the connection is terminated and the client is not allowed to access any presentation content. Thus, 
the vahdation server is provided and asked to validate a presentation identifier before the chent is 
allowed access to any content, and if the identifier is not valid, the termination of the connection 
prevents the client from accessing any presentation content 

In contrast, in claim 1, a user requests access to content using a set of identifiers and receives 
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content and returned identifiers. Claim 1 also recites that the validation service is then provided (i) 
the identifiere used to receive the content and (ii) the returned identifiers to determine whether user 
requests to access content is being monitored. If the validation service determines monitoring of 
user requests to access content is occurring, then the user is selectively prevented fir^m receiving 
additional content from that $o\irce, Thus, in claim 1, the validation service is provided the set of 
identifiers used to access the content and the returned identifiers afier the user receives content. 

Because Ogdon *s validation server validates whether a client is authorized to access a 
presentation, only the presentation identifier is provided to the vahdation server for validation. 
Ogdon does not provide the returned identifiers to the validation server. In contrast, in claim 1, the 
validation service is provided (1) the identifiers used to access the content and (2) the returned 
identifiers. 

Thus, Ogdon *s validation sctvct validates the presentation identifier before a client can access 
any presentation content to prevent unauthorized clients fiom accessing presentations. In contrast, 
the present invention allows a user to receive content and retumed identifiers, and afterwards 
validates whethermonitoring of xiser requests to access content are occurring- Id claim 1, the 
vahdation service validates different parameters, occurs in a different context (after rather than 
before receiving content), and serves a dififerent purpose. Nothing in Ogdon suggests otherwise. 
Thus, the reference does not teach or suggest all the features of claim 1 as asserted by the examiner, 

Regarding the feature of selectively prevesnting receipt of additional content from the source^ the 
examiner acknowledges that Ogdon does not show this feature. Office Action of April 19, 2005, p. 
4. The examiner goes on to assert that Ogdon imphes this feature, citing the following portion of 
Ogdcn\ 

Content manager 104 distributes presentation content (e.g., prraentation 
segments) to the content webservers 96 and verifies that the content is 
capable of being presented to audience members immediately before a 
presentation time. Note that the verification process makes sure that all the 
links in the presentation or show can be r^olved appropriately. Finally, at 
the end of a presentation performance, the content manager 104 may remove 
the presentation content from one or more of the content webservers 96. 

Ogdon, col. 9» 11. 44-53. 

However, contrary to the examiner's assertions, the cited portion of Ogdon does not teach or 
suggeist selectively preventing receipt of additional content from the source. Ogdon teaches 
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removing presentation content at the end of a presentation after the client accessed the conteait 
Ogdon also teaches preventing unauthorized clients from accessing presentation content. Ogdon 
does not teach a user accessing and receiving content, detecting whether the user's requests to 
access content axe being monitored, and then preventing receipt of additional content if the user's 
requests are being monitored. 

In Ogdon, clients with valid presentation identifiers can access content while clients \vith 
invalid presentation identifiers do not get access to any content. Thus, in Ogdon, access to content 
is determined by the validity of the presentation identifier, In contrast, in claim 1, after the user 
initially receives content and a set of returned identifiers, if the validation service detects 
monitoring of user inquests to access content is occurring, then the user is selectively prevented 
from receiving additional content. Thus, in the present invention, access to content is not 
determined by the validity of the pxescntation identifier. Unlike Ogdon, in claim 1 access to content 
is determined by whether or not the content provider is monitoring user requests to access content. 
Thus, the proposed interpretations of the cited reference are incorrect. Accordingly, the examiner 
has failed to state a prima facie obviousness rejection of claim 1. 

In summary, Ogdoti does not teach or suggest the claimed features of receiving content and at 
least one returned identifier, sending the identifiers used to request the content and each returned 
identifier to a validation service, or selectively preventing receipt of additional content from the 
source responsive to the validation service indicating monitoring of user requests to access content 
is occurring. Therefore, the eKominer has failed to state a prima facie obviousness rejection against 
claim 1, 

Nevertheless, in the response to arguments, the examiner states that; 

Examiaer totally disagrees with appUcant's remark and still maintains that: 

Ogdon does teach the claimed subject matter. The present invention is a 
network presentation distribution system for providing a presentation, via 
one or more commutucation networks, to a plurality of presentation 
members simultaneously. That is, the present invention distributes a 
presentation synchronously to presentation members via the one or more 
communication networks, wherein a communication network is defined as 
both the physical components and the communication protocol(s) utilized on 
the network components and wherein the temi, '^presentation members" 
(also denoted "users")* includes both audience members (also denoted 
"clients") and presentation leaders. Moreover, the present invention 
provides interactive and/or real-time presentations to presentation members 
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that are geographically scattered when each such member has access to one 
or more commonly available communication networks such as the Internet 
and a conventional telephony net>vork for telephone-to-telephone voice 
communication. For example, the present invention may communicate th© 
video portion of a presentation to a user site via the Internet (more generally, 
via any TCP/IP network) while a corresponding audio portion may be 
communicated to the user she via a conventional telephony network and a 
conventional telephone at the user site. However, other embodiments are 
also within the scope of the present invention. For example, both the video 
and audio portions of the presentation maybe provided solely by a TCP/IP 
network such as the Intemet, assuming that there is sufficient 
communication bandwidth to synchronize presentation transmissions to the 
presentation members (column 1, lines 54-67 through column 2, lines IA5 
of Ogdon). 

Office Action of September 22, 2005 (pp. 1 1-12). 

However, the examiner has failed to addr^s any of the points discussed above. Instead, the 
examiner appears to have merely repeated portions of Ogdon that are irrelevant to the claimed 
invention. The fact remains, as explained above, that Ogdon does not teach or suggest the claimed 
features of (a) receiving content and at least one returned identifier^ (b) senctog the set of identifiers 
used to request the received content and each returned identifier to a vaUdation service, or (c) 
responsive to the validation service indicating monitoring of user requests to access content is 
occurring, selectively preventing receipt of additional content from the source* The text that the 
exaininer repeats does not teach or suggest these features, and the examiner fails to address how 
Ogdon could possibly teach these features. Certainly, the exammer utterly fails to rebut any of the 
facts shown above. Given that Ogdon does not teach or suggest all of the features of claim 1 as 
asserted by the examiner, and further given that no teaching or suggestion exists to fUrther modify 
Ogdon to achieve the claimed invention, the examiner contitmes to fail to state a prima facie 
obviousness rejection against claim 1. 

A.L U The Examiner Failed To State a Prtma Facie Obviousness Rejection Against 

Claim 1 Because the Examiner Has Failed To State a Proper Mottvation To Modijy the 
Reference 

The examiner has feiled to state a prima facie obviousness rejection because the examiner has 
failed to state a propw motivation to modify Ogdon, The examiner states that an "ordinary skilled 
person would have been motivated to . . prevent unauthorijsed members from using/accessing the 
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coritenr. Office Action of April 19, 2005, p. 4. However, this statement does not state any 
motivation to modify the reference to detect monitoring of user's requests to access content. The 
cited reference discusses monitoring client requests to access presentation content but there is no 
motivation in the reference to detect when monitoring of requests occurs. Because the examiner 
must state a proper motivation to modify the reference, the examiner has failed to state ^printa 
facie obviousness rejection. 

Similarly, the examiner has provided no support for the proposition that allowing registered 
clients access to a presentation on a network using a presentation identifier and detecting 
monitoring of user requests to access content are in any way equivalent, Thus, the examiner*s 
statement is logically insufficient to estabUsh that one feature may be substituted for another or that 
a motivation exists to modify Ogden. Accordingly, again, the examiner has failed to state a prima 
facie obviousness rejection, 

The examiner has also failed to state any motivation as to why detecting when a content site is 
monitoring user requests to access content would be obvious in view of Ogdon. Ogdon makes a 
presentation available to clients on a network, so Ogdon teaches vahdating a presentation identifier 
to determine whether a client is authorized to access the presentation. However, there is no motive 
to validate whether monitoring of user access to content is occurring because in Ogdon, once the 
user has access to the content, validation has already been performed. The examiner has thus failed 
to state a proper motivation to modify Ogdon to achieve these claimed features. The examiner has 
accordingly failed to state a prima facie obviousness rejection. 

In addition, the examiner's statement does not serve as a proper motivation to modify Ogdon 
because the statement makes no sense vis-i-vis Ogdon and claim 1, Claim 1 provides for 
selectively preventing receipt of content responsive to a response firom a validation service 
indicating that monitoring of user requests to access the received content is occurring. The 
examiner's statement refers to selectively blocking unauthorized users, while the claimed method 
requires preventing receipt of content if monitoring is occurring. Thus, if the examiner's statement 
were used to modify Ogdon, then all users would be prevented firom receiving content as soon as 
the content provider started monitoring. This result would be contrary to Ogdon *s purpose of 
making a presentation available to users, and so the examiner's statement cannot be construed as 
motivation to modify Ogdon. Accordingly, the examiner has failed to state a prima facie case of 
obviouaicsa. 
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Nevertheless, in response to argument s» the examiner states that; 

In respond to applicant's argument that there is no motivation to modify the 
references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established 
by combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the^ 
claimed invention where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to 
do so found either in the references themselves or in the knowledge 
generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. [References Omitted,] 
In this case, the teaching of Ogdon is sufficient, 

Office Action of September 9, 2005, p. 12. 

Again, tlie examiner utterly fails to address any of the facts raised above and in the previous 
respojise to office action. As shown above, Ogdon does not teach or suggest everything that the 
examiner asserts that Ogdon teaches. Thus, the teachings of Ogdon are, by themselves, inherently 
insufficient to motivate one of ordinary skill to modify Ogdon to achieve the invention of claim 1 . 
The examiner's statement does not negate the fact that the examiner's previously stated motivation 
to modify Ogdon makes no sense vis-i-vis clahn 1 . The examiner's statement docs not negate the 
fact that there is no motive to validate whether monitoring of user access to content is occurring 
because, in Ogdon, once the user has access to the content, validation has already been performed. 
Thus, the exammer continues to fail to provide a motivation to modify Ogdon. Accordingly, the 
examiner continues to fail to state a prima facie obviousness rejection against claim 1 , 

AJMi The Examiner Failed To State a Prima Facie Obviousness Rejection Against 

Claim 1 Because Ogdon Is Non^Anaiog&us Art 

The examiner has failed to state a prima facte obviousness rejection against claim 1 because 
Ogdon is non-analogous art and therefore the examiner may not use Ogdon as a reference. *Tn 
order to rely on a reference as a basis for rejection of the applicant's invention, the reference must 
either be in the field of the applicant's endeavor or, if not, then be reasonably pertinent to the 
particular problem with which the inventor was concerned." In re Oetiker^ 977 F.2d 1443, 1447 
(Fed. Cir, 1992). 

Ogdon is in the field of providing a presentation on a network. Ogdon, col 1 , 11. 1 -2. On the 
other hand, the claimed invention is in the field of identifying rewriting of universal resource 
locators in content requested by a user, Specification, p. 1 , 11. 13 - 14. These two fields are different 
from each other. Because the fields are distinct, Ogdon fails the first test ofOetiker, 
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In addition, Ogdon is not reasonably pertinent to the particular problem solved by tte present 
invention. Ogdon pertains to the pioblem of delivering a presentation to users with differing 
network characteristics. Ogdon, col. 1, 11. 9-15. In contrast, the iavention of claim 1 pertains to the 
problem of ensuring a user's privacy when a website is monitoring user behavior. Specification, p . 
3, 11 22-25; claim 1 . These two problems have nothing to do with, each other and so Ogdon is not 
reasonably pertinent to the problem to be solved. Hence, Ogdon also fails the second test of 
Oetiker. 

Moreover, In In re O^tiker, the Court held "it has not been shown that a person of ordinary skill, 
seeking to solve a problem of fastening a hose clamp» would reasonably be expected or motivated 
to look to fasteners for garments " ]± The Court found that even though fasteners for hose clamps 
are similar to festeners for garments, the latter is non-analogous art to the fonner. I^, In the case at 
hand, Ogdon is completely dissimilar to the invention of claim 1, for the reasons presented above. 
Given that the claimed invention is much more dissimilar to Ogdon than fasteners for garaients are 
dissimilar to fasteners for hose clamps; Ogdon is non-analogous art to claim 1 under the standards 
of/« reOetiker, 

Because Ogdon fails both tests of /n re Oetik&r, Ogdon is non-analogous art. The examiner 
may therefore not use Ogdon as a reference when stating an obviousness rejection against claim 1 . 
Accordingly, the examiner has failed to state hprima facie obviousness rejection of claim 1. 

Nevertheless, in response to arguments, the examinerB states that: 

Examiner again totally disagrees with the applicant and stiU maintmns that: 

Ogdon' s iavention is in the field of data processing relates to a 
telecommunications network such as Internet, and more particularly to a 
network transmissioti, wherein such a system would allow individuals to 
access {emphasis added) and/or participate in a presentation usmg standard 
telephony and Internet network connections found in most offices and many 
homes (column 1 , lines 47-50 of Ogdon). User/client cannot access, request, 
send, aiid/or receive a content without going through a standard 
communications network. 

In response to applicant's argument that Ogdon is non-analogous ait, it has 
been held that a prior art reference must either be in the field of applicant's 
endeavor or, if not, then be reasonably pertinent to the particular problem 
with which the applicant was concerned, in order to be reUed upon as a basis 
for rejection of the claimed invention. See In re Oetiker, 977 F.2d 1443, 24 
USPQZd 1443 (Fed Cir. 1992). Intiuscase, Ogdon's field of teaching is 
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sufficient. 

In addition, Ogdon does not need to disclose anything over and above the 
invention as claimed in order to render it unpatentable or anticipate. A 
recitation of the intended use of the claimed invention must result in a 
structural difference between the claimed invention and the prior art in order 
to patentably distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art. If the 
prior art structure is capable of performing the intended use, then it meets 
the claimed limitations. 

Office Action of September 9, 2005, p. 13. 

The examiners statements appear to be directed to the fnrst prong of the In re Oetiker two-part 
test, whether Ogdon and the invention of claim 1 are in the same field. The examiner asserts that 
both Ogdon and the invention of claim 1 are in tiie field of data processing through a 
telecommunications network and, for that reason, Ogden satisfies the first prong of the In r& Oetiker 
alternative two-part test. 

However, the examiner*s characterization of the field of Ogdon and the claimed invention is 
overly-broad and insufficient to satisfy the first prong of the test in In re Oetiker. The "field of 
Applicant's endeavor^* is, as shown above, identifying rewriting of universal resource locators in 
content requested by a user. On the other hand, Ogdon is broadly directed to providing a 
presentation on a network. The two fields are wholly unrelated. Thus, Ogdon fails the first test in 
In re Oetiker, 

Moreover, as also quoted above, the court inln re Oetiker stated that 'It has not been shown 
that a person of ordinary skill, seeking to solve a problem of fiastening a hose clamp, would 
reasonably be expected or motivated to look to festenere for garments " Id. Hose claims and 
festeners for garments are both related to fasteners. Under the examiner's standards, because both 
hose claims and fasteners for garments are related to fasteners, the reference discussing fiasteners for 
garments wovdd be in the same field of endeavor as hose clamps. However, the court came to the 
opposite conclusion. The court in In re Oetiker stated that the reference discussing fiasteners was 
unrelated to hose clamps; thus, the inquiry into whether a reference is in the same field of endeavor 
as the invention of claim 1 must look at what, specifically, is claimed and what, specifically, the 
reference teaches. The examiner's statements fail to do either because the examiner's statements 
are overly-broad. 

In the case at hand, as shown above, Ogdon and the invention of claim 1 have wholly unrelated 
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fields of endeavor when analyzed underthe specific standards of /« re Oetiker, Thus, Ogdon fails ^ 
the first test in hi re Oetiker. The examiner does not contend that Ogdon fails the second test of In 
re Oetiker and, as shown above, Ogdon docs fail the second test of In re Oetiker. For this reason, 
Ogdon is non-analogous art. Accordingly, the examiner continues to fail to state a prima facie 
obviousness rejection against claim L 

The examiner*s statements regarding intended use sqppear to be misplaced. No features in cUim 
I that are at issue recite an intended use. Thus, the examiner*s statements do not change the above 
analysis regarding In re Oetiker, or any other analysis discussed above. 

A. L tv The Examiner Failed to State a Prim a Facie Obviousness Rejection Against 

Claim 1 Because Ogdon Addresses a Different Problem than tJtat Addressed by Claim 1 

Ogdon and the present invention are in different fields and address different problems. As 
previously shown, Ogdon is concerned with providing a presentation over a network and ensuring 
only authorized users access the presentation. Ogdon addresses the problem of bow to make a 
presentation available to participants with differing network characteristics, hi contrast, claim 1 
addresses the problem of ensuring user privacy. The present invention detects when a content 
provider is monitoring user requests to access content, and prevents receipt of further content if 
monitoring is detected. One skilled in the art would have no motivation to modify Ogdon to 
address the problem of validating whether user requests to access content are being monitored. 
Because no motivation exists to modify Ogdon to achieve the invention of claim 1, the examiner 
cannot state a prima facie obviousness rejection against claim 1 . The examiner failed to rebut this 
fact in the final office action of September 9, 2005 » 

A.L V TIte Examiner Failed to State a Prima Facie Obviousness Rejection Against 

Claim 1 Because Claim I Solves a Problem Unrecognized by Ogdon 

Claim 1 solves the problem of detecting when a content-provider is monitoring user requests to 
access content Ogdon does not provide any indication that the inventor was even aware of this 
problem. As previously shown, in Ogdon, both the user and validation server are aware that the 
presentation content provider is monitoring user access to content and so there is no need to detect 
whether user requests are being monitored. In contrast, in the present invention, the user and 
vaUdfltion server are unsure whctfier the content provider is monitoring user access to content and 
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SO there is a need to detect when monitoring is occurring. Because claim 1 solves a problem that 
Ogdon does not recognize, no motivation exists to modify Ogdon to achieve the invention of claim 
1 . Accordingly, the examiner continues to fail to state a prima facie obviousness rejection against 
claim 1, 

Nevertheless, in response to arguments, the examiner states that: 

In response to applicant's arguments, the recitation "solves the problem of 
detecting'' has not been given patentable weight because the recitation 
occurs in the preamble. A preamble is generally not accorded any patentable 
weight where it merely recites the purpose of a process or the intended use 
of a structure, end where the body of tiie claim does not depend on the 
preamble for completeness but, instead, the process 5tqf)s or structural 
limitations are able to stand alone. See In re Hirao, 534 F.23 67, 190 USPQ 
15 (CCPA 1976) sn^Kropa v. Robie, 187 R2d 150, 152, 88 USPQ 478, 481 
(OTA 1951). 

Office Action of September 9, 2005, p. 1 1 (emphasis in original). 

The examiner's statements are misplaced because the phrase "solves the problem of detecting'' 
does not appear in claim 1 . In addition, the examiner misunderstands Applicant's argument. 
Applicants are showing that no motivation exists to modify Ogdon to achieve the invention of 
claim 1 . The examiner does not rebut this fact. 

A4IM The Examiner Failed to State a Prima Facie Obviousness Rejection Against 

Claim 1 Because the Proposed Modification Would Result in an Unworkable Method* 

The proposed modification would result in an unvs^orkable method. The examine does not 
rebut tiiis fact. 

hi Ogdon, the validation server vaUdatea the user's presentation identifier, and if the identifier is 
vaUd, the user is allowed access to content If the identifier is invalid, the user is not allowed access 
to content Ogdon^ column 19» lines 13-23. In contrast, in claim 1, users first access and receive 
content and then afterwards the validation service validates whether monitoring of user requests to 
access content is occurring. Furthermore, in claim 1, receipt of additional content is prevented if 
monitoring is detected. 

IfOgdon^s teachings were used to modify claim 1 as suggested by the examiner, then no one 
would gain access to content. As users attempt to access content in the system of the proposed 
modification, the validation server in Ogdon would detect that users were accessing content. This 
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seems to be the basis for the examiner's appareat belief that monitoring of access to content 
inherently occurs in Ogdon. However, claim 1 provides that if monitoring of access to content is 
detected, then receipt of additional content is selectively prevented. Thus, the instant that a user 
attempted to gain access to content, the validation server of the proposed modification would detect 
the access to the content, monitor the access to the content, detect that monitoring has occurred^ 
and, as a result, subsequently block additional receipt of (x>ntent. Accordingly, the user would 
never receive content if the examiner's proposed modification were implemented. Permanently 
blocking access to content defeats the purpose of Ogdon, which is to provide content to users, 
Furthemiore, permanently blocking access to content in this manner serves no useiul function. 
Accordingly, the proposed modification would be unwoikable. Therefore, no motivation exists to 
modify Ogdon to achieve the invention of claim I , Hence, the examiner has failed to state a prima 
facie obviousness rejection against claim I. 

A.lMi Remaining Claims in the Group 

For the above reasons, the examiner has failed to state a prima facie obviousness rejection 
against claim 1 . Thus, for the reasons given above, the examiner has also failed to state a prima 
facie obviousness rgection against the remaining claims in this group. 

A.2. Claims 5 and 26 

Claims 5 and 26 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as obvious over Ogdon. Claims 5 and 

26 depend from claims discussed above. Thus, the examiner has failed to state a prima &cie 

obviousness rejection against these claims at least for the reasons presented vis-i-vis claim 1 above. 

In addition* the cxammer has failed to state a prima facie obviousness rej ection with respect to 

these claims because Og^on does not teach what the examiner asserts vis-i-vis these claims. 

Claim 5 is a representative claim in this groiq[)ing of claims, Claim 5 is as follows: 

5, The method of claim 1. wheremthe step of selectively preventing receipt 
of content from the source comprises: 

presenting an indication of monitoring of user requests to access the 
received content is occurring by the source; and 

responsive to receiving user input indicating that receipt of additional 
content from the source should be prevented, preventing receipt of the 
additional contrat fiom the source. 
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Ogdon does not teach the claimed feature of '^presenting an indication of monitoring of usa: 
requests to access the received content is occurring by the source." As discussed above, Ogdon is 
unconcerned with determining whether user requests are being monitored. Instead, Ogdon teaches 
a system for allowing presentation givers and audience members to have access to a single 
presentation environment over a network. 

The examiner ignores these features, The examiner states that "these claims have limitations 
that is similar to those of claim 1, thus they are rejected with the same rationale applied against 
claim 1 above However, the claim 5 is patentably distinct from claim 1 because Ogdon does not 
show the additional features of claim 5. Furthermore, Ogdon provides no indication that an 
indication of monitoring should be presented to anyone. Thus» Ogdon does not teach or suggest all 
of the features of claim 5, 

Because Ogdon does not teach or suggest the features of claim 5, the examiner has failed to 
state a prima facie obviousness rejection against claim 5. In addition, because the examiner has not 
stated a motivation to further modiiy Ogdon to achieve the invention of claim 5, the examiner has 
again failed to state a prima facie obviousness rejection against claim 5. For similar reasons, the 
examiner has also failed to state a prima facie obviousness rejection against claim 26. 

A.3. Claims 6 and 27 

Claims 6 and 27 stand rejected under 35 US.C. § 103(a) as obvious over Ogdon. Claims 6 and 
27 depend from claims discussed above. Thus, the examiner has failed to state a prima facie 
obviousn^s rejectian against claim these claims at least for the reasons presented vis^i-vis claim 1 
above* M addition, the examiner has fkiled to state a prima facie obviousness rejection with respect 
to these claims because Ogdon does not teach i^imt the examiner asserts vis-&-vis these claims. 

Claim 6 is a representattive claim in this grouping of claims. Claim 6 is as follows: 

6. The method of claim 5» wherein the step of preventing receipt of content 
from the source comprises: 

including an identification of the source in a service used to prevent 
receipt of content fcom identified sources. 

Ogdon does not teach the claimed feature of "including an identification of the source in a 
service used to prevent receipt of content from identified sources." As discussed above, Ogdon is 
unconcerned with detexmdning whether user requests are being monitored. Instead, Ogdon teaches 
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a system for allowing presentation givers and audience members to have access to a single 
presentation environment over a network- 

The examiner ignores these features. The examiner states that '"these claims have limitations 
that is similar to those of claim 1, thus they are rejected with the same rationale applied against 
claim 1 above." However, the claim 6 is patentably distinct fiom claim 1 because Ogdon does not 
show the additional features of claim 6, Furthermore, Ogdon provides no indication that the source 
from which receipt of content is prevented should be identified- Thus, Ogdon does not teach or 
suggest all of the features of claim 6. 

Because Ogdon does not teach or suggest the features of claim 6, the examiner has Mled to 
State a prima facie obviousness rejection against claim 6. , In addition, because the examiner has 
not stated a motivation to further modify Ogdon to achieve the invention of claim 6, the examiner 
has again failed to state a prima facie obviousness rejection against claim 6. For similar reasons^ 
the examiner has also failed to state a prima facie obviousness rejection against claim 27. 

B. CONCLUSION 

The examiner has failed to state a prima fecie obviousness rejection against any of the claims 
because (i) features that the examiner states as being present in Ogdon are not taught or suggested 
in Ogdon^ (ii) the examiner has failed to state a proper motivation to modify the reference, (iii) 
Ogdon is non-analogous ait, (iv) Ogdon addresses a different problem than that addressed by claim 
1 , (v) claim 1 solves a problem unrecognized by Ogdon^ and (vi) because the proposed 
modification would result in an unworkable method. In additiori, the examiner has also Mled to 
state aprima facie obviousness rejection against clainns 5 and 26 and 6 and 27 for the additional 
reasons provided above. 

For the above reasons. Applicants request that the Board of Patent Appeals and Int^erences 
overturn the rejections and allow the claims. 




Reg.Nor48,504 
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CLAIMS APPENDIX 

The text of the claims involved in the appeal is; 

1 . A method in a data processing system for detecting monitoring of access to content, the 
method comprising the data proce^ing system implemented steps of: 

requesting the content firom a source using a set of identifiers; 

receiving the content from the source to form received content, wherein at least one 
returned identifier is returned from the source in which the at least one retumed identifier 
represents a location of the content; 

sending identifiers to a validation service^ wherein the se^-ef identifiers includes the set of 
identifiers used to request the received content and each returned identifi.er representing the 
location of the content at the source; and 

responsive to receiving a response fiom the validation service indicating the monitoring 
of user requests to access to the received content is occurring, selectively preventing receipt of 
additional content ^m the somce. 

2. The method of claim U wherein the source is a Web server. 

3. The method of claim 1, wherein the content is a Web page. 

4. The method of claim 1, wherein the validation service is located on a server. 

5 . The method of claim 1 , wherein the step of selectively preventing receipt of conteht Gcom 
the source comprise: 
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presenting an indication of monitoring of user requests to access the received content is 
occurring by the source; and 

responsive to receiving user input indicating that receipt of additional content from the 
source should be prevented, preventing receipt of the additional content from the source. 

6. The method of claim 5, wherein the step of preventing receipt of content from the source 
comprises: 

including an identification of the source in a service used to prevent receipt of content 
from identified sources. 

7 . The method of claim 1 * wherein the identifier is a imiversal resource locator. 

8. A method in a data processing system for detecting monitoring of access to content, the 
method comprising the data processing system implemented steps of; 

receiving a request from a requestor to determine whether a source of the content is 
monitoring access by the requestor, wherein the request includes a set of identifiers used to 
access selected content in which the set of identifi^ includes a first number of identifiers sent 
by the requestor to tfie source to request the content and a second number of identifiers returned 
by the source in which the second number of identifiers represents a location of the content at the 
source retumed to the requestor in response to the first number of identifiers; 

sending a new request to the source using an identifier from the first number of identifier 
in the set of identifiers; 
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receiving a first response fix>m the sources wherein the response includes a return 
identifier; 

comparing the set of identifiers to the return identifier; and 

generating a second response indicating the monitoring of access by the requestor for 
content by the source in response to an absence of a match between the return identifier and any 
identifier in the set of identifiers. 

9. The method of claim 8 further comprising sendixtg the second response to the requestor. 

1 0. The method of claim 8, wherein the source is a Web server. 

1 1 . The method of claim 8, wherein the content is a Web page, wherein the first number of 
identifiers is a first universal resource locator sent by the requestor for the Web page, and 
wherein the second number of identifiers is a second universal resource locator that identifies a 
location of the Web page returned from the source in response to the requestor sending the first 
universal resource locator to the source. 

12. The method of claim 8, wherein the return identifier is a universal resource locator, 

13. The method of claim 8, wherein the set of identifiers are in an order used to reach the 
selected content and wherein the sending, receiving, and comparing steps arc performed for each 
of the identifiers within the set of identifiers. 
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14. The method of claim 8, wherein the step of generating the response comprises: 
placing an identificatdon of the source in the response. 

15. The method of claim 8, wherein an identification of the source is a domain name for the 
source, 

16. A browser program for use in a data processing system, the browser program comprising: 
a communications interface, wherein the communications interface receives content from 

a network; 

a graphical user interface used to display the content; 

a language interpretation unit, wherein the language interpretation unit processes content 
received by the communications inteirface for display on the graphical user interface; and 

a detection utdt, wherein the detection unit requests the content fiom a source using a set 
of identifiers; receives the content fixMn the source to form received content, wherein at least one 
returned identifier is returned from the source in which the at least one returned identifier 
represents a location of the contents at the source; sends identifiers to a validation service, 
wherein the identifiers includes the set of identifiers used to request the received content and 
each returned identifier representing the location of the received content; and selectively prevents 
receipt of additional content from the source in response to receiving a response from the 
validation service indicatitsg the monitoring of user requests to access to received content is 
occurring. 
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17. The browser program of claim 16, wherein the language interpretation unit interprets 
hypertext markup language statements, 

18. The browser program of claim 16, wherein the language interpretation unit interprets 
JavaScript. 

19. A data processing system comprising: 
a bus; 

a communications interface connected to the bus, wherein the communications interface 
is configured for connection to a network; 

a processing unit connected to the bus, wherein the processing unit executes instructions; 

and 

a memory connected to the bus, wherein the memory includes instructions used to request 
the content finom a source using a set of identifiers; receive the content from the source to form 
received content, wherein at least one returned identifier is returned from the source in which the 
at least one returned identifier represents a location of the received contents at the source; send a 
identifiers to a validation service, wherein the identifiers includes the set of identifiers used to 
request the received content and each returned identifier representing the location of the received 
content; and selectively prevent receipt of additional content from the source in response to 
receiving a response from the validation service indicating monitoring of user requests to access 
to the received content is occurring. 
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20. The data processing system of claim 19, wherein the communications interface is one of a 
network adapter and a modem. 

21. A data processing system comprising: 
a bus; 

a commimications interface connected to the bus, wherein the communications intcrfiace 
is configured for connection to a network; 

a processing unit connected to the bus, wherein the processing unit executes instructions; 

and 

a memory connected to the bus, wherein the memory includes instructions used to receive 
a request from a requestor to determine whether a source of the content is monitoring access by 
the requestor in which the risquest includes a set of identifiers used to access selected content in 
which the set of identifiers includes a first number of identifiers sent by the requestor to the 
source to request the content and a second number of identifiers returned by the source in which 
the second number of identifiers represents a location of the content at the source returned to the 
requestor in response to the first number of identifiers; send a new request to the source usmg an 
identifier from the first number of identifiers in the set of identifiers, receive a first response from 
the source in which the response includes a return identifier, compare the set of identifiers to the 
return identifier, and generate a second response indicating the monitoring of access by the 
requestor for content by the source in response to on absence of a match between the return 
identifier and any identifier in the set of identifiers. 
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22. A data processing system for detecting monitoring of access to content, the data 
processing system comprising: 

requesting means for requesting the content from a source using a set of identifiers; 

receiving means for receiving the content jfrom the source to form received conteait, 
wherein at least one returned identifier is returned from the soutce in which the at least one 
retumed identifier represents a location of the content at the source; 

sending means for sending identifiers to a validation service, wherein the identifiers 
includes the set of identifiers used to request the recdved content and each retumed identifier 
representing the location of the received content; and 

preventing means responsive to receiving a response fix>m the validation service 
indicating the nxonitoring of user requests to access to thejeceived content is occiuring, for 
selectively preventing receipt of additional content from the source. 

23. The data processing system of claim 22, wherein the source is a Web server, 

24. The data processing system of claim 22, wherein the content is a Web page, 

25. The data processing system of claim 22, wherein the validation service is located on a 
server. 

26. The data processing system of claim 22, wherein the preventing means comprises: 
presenting means for presenting an indication of monitoring of user requests to access the 

content is occurring by the source; and 
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means responsive to receiving user input indicating that receipt of the additional content 
from the source Bhould be prevented, for preventing receipt of additional content from the source. 

27. The data processing system of claim 26, wherein the preventing means comprises : 
including means for including an identification of the so\irce in a service used to prevent 

receipt of content from identified sources* 

28. The data processing system of claim 22, wherein the identifier is a universal resource 
locator. 

29. A data processing system for detecting monitoring of access to content, the data 
processing system comprising: 

first receiving means for receiving a request from a requestor to determine whether a 
source of the content is monitoring access by the requestor, wherein the request includes a set of 
identifiers used to access selected content in which the set of identifiers includes a first number 
of identifiers sent by the requestor to the source to request the content and a second number of 
identifiers retumed by the source in which the second number of identifi^ers represents a location 
of the content at the source retumed to the requestor in response to the first number of identifiers; 

sending means for sending a new request to the source using an identifier fioin the first 
number of identifiers in the set of identifiers; 

second receiving means fer receiving a first response from the source, wherein the 
response includes a return identifier, 

comparing means for comparing the set of identifiers to the return identifier; and 
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generating means for geaerating a second response indicating the monitoring of access by 
the requestor for coment by the Bource in response to an absence of a match between the return 
identifier and any identifier in the set of identifiers. 

30* The data processing system of claim 29 further comprising sending the response to the 
requestor, 

3 1 . The data processing system of claim 29, wherein the source is a Web server. 

32. The data processing system of claim 29, wherein the content is a Web page, wherein the 
first number of identifiers is a first universal resource locator sent by the requestor for the Web 
page, and wherein the second number of identifiers is a second universal resource locator that 
identifies a location of the Web page returned from the source in response to the requestor 
sending the first universal resource locator to the source, 

33. The data processing system of claim 29, wherein tiie identifier is a universal resource 
locator. 

34. The data processing system of claim 29, wherein the set of identifiers are in an order iised 
to reach the selected content and wherein the sending, receiving, and comparing steps are 
performed for each of the identifiers within the set of identifiers. 

35. The data processing system of claim 29, wherein the generating means comprises: 
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placing means for placing an identificatioR of the source in the response. 

36. The data processing system of claim 29, wherein an identification of the source is a 
domain name for the source. 

37. A computer program product in a computer readable medium for detecting monitoring of 
access to content, the computer program product comprising: 

first instructions for requesting the content from a source using a set of identifiers; 

second instructions for receiving the content from the source to form received content, 
wherem at least one returned identifier is returned from the source in which the at least one 
returned identifier represents a location of the content at the source; 

third instructions for sending identifiers used to reach the received content to a validation 
service, wherein the identifiers include each identifier used to request the received content and 
each returned idetitifier representing the location of the received content; and 

fourth instructions, responsive to a response from the validation service indicating the 
monitoring of user requests to access to the received content is occurring, for selectively 
preventing receipt of additional content from the source. 

38. A computer program product in a computer readable medium for detecting monitoring of 
access to content, the computer program product comprising: 

first instructions for receiving a request &om a requestor to detemiine whether a source of 
the content is monitoring access by the requestor, wherein the request includes a set of identifiers 
used to access selected content in which the set of identifies includes a first number of 
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identifiers sent by the requestor to the source to request the content and a second number of 
identifiers returned by the source in which the second number of identifiers represents a location 
of the content at the source returned to the requestor in response to the first number of identifiers; 

second instructions for sending a new request to the source using an identifier fix^m the 
first n\mber of identifiers in the set of identifiers; 

third instructions for receiving a first response from the source, wherein the response 
includes a return identifier; 

fourth instructions for comparing the set of identifiers to the return identifier; and 

fiflh instructions for generating a second response indicating the monitoring of access by 
the requestor for content by the source in response to an absence of a match between the return 
identifier and any identifier in the set of identifiers. 

39. The method of claim 8, wherein the content is a plurality of Web pages, wherein the first 
nuriiber of identifiers contain first universal resource locators sent by the requestor for the 
plurality of Web pages, and wherein the second number of identifiers contain second universal 
resource locators that identify the plurality of Web pages retumed fi*om the source in response to 
the requestor sending the first universal resource locators to the source, 
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EMDENCE APPENDIX 

There is no additional evidence to be presented. 
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RELATED PROCEEDINGS APPENDIX 

There are no related proceedings, 
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returned identifier to a validation service, or (c) responsive to the validation service indicating 
monitoring of user requests to access content is occurring, selectively preventmg receipt of 
additional content from the source. 

The examiner asserts that Ogdon does show these features, citing Ogdoii as di^ussed in the 
previous response to office action. However, contrary to the examiner's assertions, Ogdon does not 
teach or suggest receivmg content and at least one returned identifier. In claim 1, the returned 
identifier is not part of the set of identifiers used to access the content. Ogdon teaches using an 
audience member identifier to initially access presentation content. Ogdon does not teach or 
suggest receiving at least one returned identLfier in addition to receiving content. Thus. Ogdon does 
not teach or suggest all of the features as suggested by the examiner. 

Regarding the feature of sending the set of identifiers used to request the received content and 
each returned identifier to a validation service, Ogdon does not teach or suggest sending the set of 
identifiers used to request the received content and each returned identifier to a validation service 
because Ogdon makes no mention of a returned identifier, Ogdon teaches providing registered 
clients a presentation identifier and validating the presentation identifier before allowing clients 
access. Ogdon does not teach or suggest sending the identifiers used to request content and each 
returned identifier to a validation service aftef recdving content. Thus, Ogdon does not teach or 
suggest all of the features of claim 1. 

Regarding the feature of validation, Ogdon uses a validation server and the present uivention 
uses a validatioti service. Merely because both Ogdon and claim 1 use the word 'validation' does 
not mean that both are the same. The validation service in claim 1 is provided with different 
parameters, has a different purpose, and is used in a different context than Ogdon 's vahdation 
server, as described in detail below. 

In Ogdon, the content provider vaUdates the audience member^s identifier before allowing the 
audience member access to content. In contrast, in the present invention, the user accesses a 
content provider and receives content, and then a validation service is used to detect whether the 
content provider is monitoring user requests to access content. 
In Ogdon^ validation is described as follows: 

In step 416, the pre-show control system 136 accepts network 70 and/or 
network 74 connections by candidate clients for the presentation 
performance. Note that it is assumed that the cliernts have previously 
registered for the presentation performance with the registration module 140 
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